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Denver Service Center
12795 West Alameda Parkway
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

. *Rer  Winter Use Plap DEIS for Yellowstone and Grand Teton National
Parks

Dear Mr. Hawkes:

On behall of the Alliance for the Wild Rockies (AWR), I am submitting
comunents pertaining to the Dtaft Bovironmental Impact Statement
(DES) prepared for the Winter Use Ptan for Yellowstone and Grand
Teton NMational Parks, and Joha D. Rockefeller, Jr. Memorial Parkway.
AWR appreciates the opportunity 1o comment on the DEIS and we
support the Park's general effert to anderfake a winter use plan to
address the impacts associated with winter recreation. However, il is
clear that the Preferred Afternative will not adequately address the most
pressing issues facing both YNP and GTNP. Gencral comments
pertaining to the DEIS are provided below, followed by more specific
comments rclating to focused areas of comcern.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Many of the premises supporting the Preferred Alternative are not
based upon facts and/ot are not credible. The DEIS states on page 27 that
the "Freferred Alternative emphasizes en adaptive approach !o park
resource management, which would allow the resufits of new and
"ungoing resecrch and monitoring to be incorporated, as it becomes
available.  Monitoring resulis demonstrating distarbance to wildlife or
damage to park resources would be cause to implement actions for
mitigating these conditions." However, the DEIS itself malkes clear that
resource damage has occurred for years and coniinucs o ocewr, and
mitigation measurss to date have not adequately (if at all} controlled the
damage lo air guality, water quality, wildtife, geothermal resowrces, etc..
For example, EPA ambient air quality standards are rcgularly viclated
due to excessive cmissions from snowmobiles. These alr quality
standards are definitive benchmarks which have been routinely
ignored.  Since there are no such benchmarks in place for wildlife or
gevthermal resources, it 15 hard to beligve that the NPS will make the
tough choices which may be required to protect our natural resources
in the years ahcad.  Therefore, standards must not cnly be developed,
but a mecharism must be in piace to ensure that such standards are
adhered o once the winter plan ls implemented.

Secondly, instead of critically examining the impacts associated with

- snowmaobiles, the NPFS seems (0 assume that snowmobile users have a

right o such motorized uses in YNP due to their pre-existing use. The
DEIS stales on page 38 "snowmobile wse s ablowed fon designated routes
onfy) under NPS regubutions. A determingeion must be made ihar their
use i consistent with parks’ natural, cwlfural, scenic, and aesthetic
values, safery consideration and management objectives, and wifl not
disturb wildlife or damage park resources” A regulation pormitting
snowmobiles in cffcet means that snewmobile use is not automatically
prohibited.  [lowever, the regulation decs not mean that smowmobile use
MUST be permitted. As noted in the previous paragraph, based upon air
quality impacts alyne, smowmobile use is not consistent with the park’s
management ohjectives.  Unfortunately, the DEIS emphasizes visitor
preferemces over natueal resource protection.  Table 33 graphiczlly
iMlustrates this bias as five of the six jmpact topics identified focus on
some aspect of visitr usc, whereas only one of six foecus on nataral
[E50UFCEsS.

Third, projeeted impacts are misleading. The NPS readily admits huge
data gaps exist for most impact areas, and many if not all of the impacts
agsociated with existing uvses and vanibug alternatives are wnkwown.
The DEIS itself is nfe with conflicting statements, and hacd data to back
up most statements is lacking. Moreover; the impact characletization is
misleading. Page 158 of the DEIS defines a short term effect as an effect
less than 5 years and a long-term effect as a permanent effect.  Impacts
should be identified so that the public can readily understand the ’
implicativns of various allernatives. Based upon (he NP5 mandate to
preserve: park resources for futere generations, long term effects
generally should not be permitted.  And since scientific analysis is
lacking in most instances, and what little data that does exist is typically
not conclusive, the preferred altermative that is oltimately adopied
should err on the side of being conservative.

Fourth, the DEIS is self-serving in that it develops a series of flawed
alternatives, and then argues that the enly viable alternative s the
Preferred Alternative For instance, the Preferred Alternarive. inclodes
the addition of an aggressive safety and enforcement program (page
203}, increased interpretive opportunities at geothermal features to
heighten puoblic awareness (page 204), eliminating unregulated
backcountry use in winter range (page 210) and backepuntry
monitoring in GTNP to facilitale area closures for the protection of
wintering bighorn sheep and moose (page 214} However, there is no
Ingical reason to exclude any of these -measures from each alternative
proposed.  In addition, some of the other altecnatives contain
management actions that should be incorporated into each alternative.
For example, Alternative E propeses the elimination of metorized uses on
Jackson Lake.

Finally, the preferred alternative does not adequately address the most
pressing issues facing both YNF and GTNF. The Preforred Alternative
would allow for the plowing of the West Yellowstone road o facilitaie
automabile access, thereby causing additional babitat fragmentation.
Moreover, the Preferred Alternstive would only serve to transfer

Hiss;ula Office: } - . ) ’ B‘ﬂise dl%u:e: N o Ecosystem Defense Program
801D Sherwood St Missoula, MT « 55802 1714 Heror + Bosse, Ideho » 83707 A06-542-0050

405 721-5420 + awr@hwildrockies org 208.396-%0| 4 + wildrockicsiflesbais com

IBIX RecpctsllZ0N Poar Covaymee Waslo3earine Frae

awr-delensef@wildrockies oty

I-133



COMMENTS Organizations

3 4
snowmehile * pollation, noise, and congestion 1o other road seginems in FOPICS OF CONCERN
the Park, The Preferred Altemative would move Lhe CDSET into the hack
country. setting a dangerous precedent, especially in dight of the flact Wildlife
that the impacts assoctated with such motorized wse has not beem .
determined.  The Preferred Alternative will also lengihen the winter * Plowed Rouds: Table 4 of the DEIS notes that Alternative C would have
seasen and incroase mumber and sie= of waming huts available for moderate to major impacts for ungulates and could affect survivability
poblic use which may adversely impact wildlife. in-the long-term. But such impacts are also pessibic, though not

identificd, under Alernative B as it also increages the miles of plowed
roads as compared to the No Activn Alternative Page 23 of DEIS notes
that plawing operations as per the Preferred Alternative could prohibit
wildlif. from exiting the road corridor. NPFS has not studied wildlife
injuries or nonsurvival duc to increased emergy expenditure (page 134)
" However, assuming that animals will be trapped by smow berms, specific
impacts on various wildlife species showld be determincd.

Wildlife/Aulemobile  Cpllisions: Tsble 4 of the DEIS netes that
Allernative C would have the potential for increasing vehicle/animal
collisions.  But such impacts are also possible, though not identified,
under Alternative B as it also incresses the miles of plowed roads as
compared to the No Action Allernative. - However, the DEIS states that
animal/vehicle collisions under the Preferred Abernative will be

' mitipated by prohibiting late night oversnow travel in YNP {11 PM to 5
AM) and by prohibiting travel cn the CDST from 8 PM to 5 AM {page 27).
However, on page 203 the DEIS states that the travel reswictions
associated with the Prcferred Alternative would be negligible in
reducing collisions because less than 1% of the recorded motor vehicle
accidents have occurred between these howrs.  Aliernative F proposes
reducing the potential for vehicle/wildlife accidents by prohibiting
molorized travel from sunset o sunmse {page 36}, IF the travel
restrictions tnder the Preferred Alternative are admittedly ineffectual,
they should be revised as per the resitictions under Alternative B

Warming Huts: The proposed warming huts will be located in
thermally-infuenced areas used by a variety of species during the’
harsh winter months, The warming huts will increase human use in
otherwise unused potentizl habitat which may cause displacement and
avoidance of the areas by lynx and ungulates zlike, and may affect
bison and elk carcass availability for wolverines and fishers in. areas of
curtently low human use. The DEIS states that ncgligible to minor

. impacts are expected on sll speciés, although lynx require .
- ’ unfragmented  habitat and virtually nothing is known about the habitat
requirements of wolverines and fishers (pages 187-190). Since the
impacts associated with the - warming huts are not well documented, any
additional traffic (vehicular apd/or pedesinian) thal results doe to the
adoption of a prefecred allernative warrants detailed anzlysis.

Grizzly: The Preferred Alterpative notes that the winter seasom for

" oversnow routes would run from mid-December to mid-March (page 29).
However, page 121 of the DEIS siates that spring emergence dates ranpe
from mid-Februvary to mid-April and Alternative F recommends
shottening the winter season to early March (page 38). Since the
winter season praposed under the Preferred Alternative may confliet
with grizzly bears emerging from deoning, the winter seasen should be
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shortened  {rather than lengthencd) to prevemt humanfgrizzly
conflicis. :

Bignn: Table 4 of the DEIS states that the effect on hison ax an
ethnographic resource would likely be minor.  The basis for this
assertion is not clear since page 193 of the DEIS then states that bison
would continue o be adversely impacted by winler recreation. The DEIS
notes that Indians comsider Lhe presence of recreational equipment and
wsers in the general vicinity of the bison Lo be disrespeciful of the
animals,  However, NPS notes that. consultation with representatives of
the affiliated American Indian tribes would comntirue in order 1o insore
their iuterests and concerns would be incorporaied.  However, as page
6 of the DEIS admits, management removals are one of the main causcs
of bison mortality. Since bison cominve to be deraincd and killed, the
NPS apparenily consulls with (ribal autherities and then proceeds to
discount their interests. ) this process is to be anyihing more than
mere lip service, the NPS nccds to develop a better plan for managing
bisen and truly take Native American interesits inte account.

Page 15 of the DEIS states that the decision regarding the closure of road
segmems was deferred because baseline information on’ wildlife
movements stll needed to be gathered before the effects of closing -the
road -segment could be evaleated.. However, page 116 of the DEIS notes
that bison movement has shifted due to their use of groomed roads, and
such dispersal leads bison into areas outside YNP (page 166). Clearly,
the NPS is aware of the impacts of roads on bison, yet the Preferred
Aliernative does net adeguately address the needs of bison. To date,
parancia regarding briocellos:s rather than scienmtific expentise has
dictated the direction of bison management in YNP.  The winter use plan
should address road grooming as bison migration patterns and
management remevals are directly linked.

Bighorn $heep: According to the DHEIS, the bighom herd in GTNP is a
low quality, remnant population, geographicaily isclated from other
herds, and persists in a harsh environment.  Another small band of
sheep from a reparate population also use the Gros Yentre River and the
cliff area near Kelly. The DEIS notes that there may be some limited
interchange between the different herds. A NPS study concluded that
travel by snowmobilers and cross couniry skiers on or mear exising or
polential bighorn winter range can be particolarly harmful and result
in physiclegical and psychological stfess on bighom sheep (page 118-
119). The DEIS notes that the effects of human activities in the Teton

‘Range have to be reduced if the bighorn population is 10 be retained.

Since bighorn sheep populations are currently experiencing a great
deal of difficelty, no potential adverse impaets sheuld be tolerated.  Any
aliernative adopted shoold incorporate measures to. probibit human
activities in key bighorn winter range.

.ynx: The DEIS notes that lynx abundance is low and that the specics
needs travel corridors in order to access 1o snowshoe hare denning
areas (pape 124). Yet the DEIS states that any adverse impacts associated
with the Preferred Alternative are minor.  But if the lyni popalation is
low, any loss from the population is likely significant. Therclore, NP3
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should anmalyee lynx population levels and habitat reguirements before
adopting an altermative that .might ncgatively impact the corridors
relied uwpon by this species.

Eagle: The DEIS recognizes that bald cagle activity is greater along
stireatis that remain ice free and in thoermal nfiuenced areas,” ‘and that
the raptors arc sensitive to human activities.  Although the DEIS notes
that winler recreation use along road corridors may cause eagle
avoidance of prime nesting habitat, the Preferred Aliemative provides
lide in the way of mitigstion. v GTNP, nests are only prnected as
discovered (page 122} and no proactive sleps are taken te protect this
specics.  Therefore, impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative
were not adequately discussed and should be adidressed ine more detail.

The Preferred Alternative does not adequately address
impaets on Cutthroat tront, Trumpler Swans, moose, Sagebrosh lizards,
and a host of other specics. Contrary-to the assertions throughout the
DEIS, babitat fragmentation is not a negligible to minor impact for
many Spocies. :

Noise

Snowmobiles can be heard as far as ‘10 miles into the wilderness.  Yet the
DEIS only discusses levels of nateral quiet for humans (page 126-129j.
Page 172 of the DEIS notes that if a sound would be audible 50 percent of
the time or more, it was considered to constitute a major impact on
natural guiet. The wildlife that resides in the park is subjected to lhe

- moise of snowmobiles all winter. Yet, the impact of noise on wildlife is

not addressed. Tt is crilical to assess such impacts since the Preferred
Alternative will increase snowmobile wse in lesser used argas of YNP.

Air Quality

Page %6 of the DEIS discusses impacts Lo operators from air quality
degradation associated with snowmobile emissions.  Again, the wildlife
that resides in the park is subjecied to poor air quality all winter.  Yel,
the impact of air pollution on flora  and fauna is not addressed. Such
impacts should be addressed if any type of snowmobile use is being
considered in cither of the parks.

Water Quality

-On page 25 of the DEIS, the NPS siates that sand would continue to be

used omn plowed. reads.  Under the Preferred Aliernative, the DEIS notes
that "sand would enter the Madison and Firehole Rivers and their
iributaties, s these water bodies parallel road segments (page 206). The
DEIS admits that sand wonld caunse torbidity and am unnalural $ubsirate
deposition, bul that il was unknown how this may affect the aguatic
resources found in these waterways.  This is not a sufficient analysis.
The impacts associated with scdimentation musl be identified pricr to
adopting any winter use plan.
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Page 109 of the DEIS states that "snowpack sampler from groomed road
snowpacks had  higher levels of ammonia and sulfate than those iaken
from roadways, indicating direet sowrce deposition fram snow
machires”. Page 180 aof the DELS goes on 1o state that furthor studies on
snowpack and snowmell chemical amalyses are being conducted to
determine the effect, if any, of 2-streke engine emissions. on water

* quality. Most of the roads in YNP pacalle! siver, lakes and other walers.
Therefore, any spilled or leaked petrolenm praducts er emission from
combustion of fuels would be deposited directly in surface walers during
the thaw process,. adversely Impacting scveral agualic species of
concern.  Again, (he impacts asseciated with potential water quality
degradation must be identified prior 1o adopling any wioler use plan.

Geothermal HResources (see wildlife above}

Page 138 of ihc DEIS states that thermal areas attract large mammals,
especially in winter when elk and bison feed near the hot springs. 1In
addition, MPS recognizes that geothermal resources are particularly

" sensitive because of the length of time it rakes for such resources ta
tecover from human abuse {pzges 178:-179).  However, regardless of the
petential impacts associated with an increased’ number of visitors in
geothermal basins, the TPreferred Alternative proposes the addition of
warming huot facilities at both Signal Mountain and Jenny Lake (page 30
and page 204). The DEIS states on page 203 thal the new warming huts
will cadst a minor degree of wildlife displacememt and aveidance from
geothermal features. It is aot clear how NPS arrived ai this
determination. The DEIS then goes on to state that if winter visitor use
is causing direct long term impacts to peothermal features, then those
impacts must be mitigated or the features would be closed to visitors
(page 205). Since impacts lo geothermal resources are be definition
long term (permanent), it seems imprudent to propose additional
warming huts without a fuli analysis of impacts.  Moreover, now

. facilities such as warming buts should an analyzed via a site specific
EiS.

Plowed Roads/Groomed Trails {ses wildlife above)

In YNP, 184.6 miles of roads are groomed, 56 miles are plowed and 14.2

.- miles ‘are closed fo winter travel. Many of these plowed and groomed
roads . suppori abundant wildlife populations, -including bison {page
136). According to the DEIS plowed roads cavse! injury and death to
ungulates and other species, habitat fragmentation!, structural barriecs
in the form of snow berms, displacement from preferred habitat and
causes wildlife to expend extrn emergy which reduces individual's
chance of sorvival (pages 182 and 209). The DEIS admits that the greater
the extent of vehicle routes through the parks, the greater the total
area impacted (page 193} Yet the Preferred Alternative eatls for the
plowing - of more read segments. No addittonal road segment should be
plowed. ’

L Inynep, plowed winter roads cross bighom sheep winter renpe and inhibit the movement of moose
(page 183), :
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Groomed road scpmenls may also impaet wildlife in both positive amd
negative ways, However, the creation of groomed irails which would
enconrage greater snowmobile use is ot warramted..  In particular the
Praferred Alternative calls. for providing the CDST on 2 separatc toule
thar will likely aract more snowmobile users to GFNP (page 128).  The
impacts associared with separating the modes of winter travel would
effectively be doubled for many wildlife species (page 209).  Therefore,
the CDST should be closed to further wse

Off-Road Use

DEIS seems to contradict itscll.  First, under subnivian fauna it states:
"Because motorized wse to YNP ¢ reftricted to the road footprint and in
GTNP 0 the road or its margin, there is no dispersed off-road use, and
therefore. no significamt impact on - Subnivian fawna” (page 83). On the
very same page. the DEIS stales:  “Demage to vegeiation from off-trail

‘winfer recreation aclivities has been documented in a number of

srudies ™ Table 1 sopports the latter assertien over the former as NPS
recorded 19 incidents of snowmobiles entering a closcd area, 10
incidents of off-rpad trave!, and }0 incidents of suspecled intrusion.
And of the 890 citatfon issued to snowmobilers: 18% were issued for off-
read travel and 5 percent were issued for entering clased areas.
Therefore, NPS should not readily dismiss the impaects associated with
off-road snowmobile use. Feor example, the DEIS states that dislerbance
of den sites is not a concern because snowmobiles ars required to stay
on designated roads, and because of the distance of most potential
denning habitat from roads (page 1%6). However, this may not reflect
the reality on the ground. It is impodant that off-road impacts be fully
analyzed.
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Socio-Feonomic Impacts

The socintoonomic lnpact analysis on pages 87-83 of the DEIS ix not
adcquately supperted with hard data and s geoeric in pature. Although
winler use estimated expenditurcs represent only 0.5 percent of the
total expenditures, the DEIS paints a piclure of cxtrenie reliance on
wintér tourism?, The DEIS states that retail trade and services accounted
for about 42% of the 17 counlies combined earnings and that recreation
and towrism are key to the economic virality of the arca.  Bat seme of the
earnings from retailfservices - are generated from the area lwself, not
solely from tourism,  The analysis also does nol adequately differentiate
winter from summer recrcation expenditores, nor doss it accoumt for
recrealion expenditures due (to other attractions, such as MSU and
visitation to national forests. The projected losses undes the Preferred
Alternative do. not adequatcly take other economic opportuniies- inte
acconnt, soch as an increase in other types of visitors.  Allernatively,
the Citizens' Solution recommends awarding snowcoach concessions to
‘gateway busingsses to help their tramsition away from snowmabiles
rentals {see Citizens' Solution below). )

¥isitor Use

About 66% of respondents to the 1999 winter visitor survey either
agreed or sirongly agreed with the statement “visitors should have the
. opportunity to have mechanized winter access te YNP' {(page 91). Tho
survey itself is statistically biased since the wvast majority of winter
visitors are in fact smowmobile users. Moreover, the EIS process is not
supposed to be based upon the desites of one small group of people. The
goal is to identify impacts associated with proposed alternatives. It is
“telling that the NPS has undertaken a multitude of visitor surveys, yet
baseline wildlife stodies have not been undertaken. Visitor use (or in
this case. pre-existing users} should not drive the EIS process,

‘Citiz_ens' Solution for Winter Access to  Yellowstone

According te the DEIS,. the Preferred Alternative would previde a winter
experience where none was previcusly available. However, NPS admits
that the magnitode and impacts associated with this alternative is

- unknown. = Instead. AWR supports the Citizens' Selution as thjs plan

- would prohibit the plowing of the road to Old Faithful, close the east
cntrance and allow only $nowcoaches in YNP.  The prohibition on
snowmobile use would prevent a shift in spewmobile users from the
West to the South entrance {page 218). In GTNP, the Citizens' Solution
would close the CDST ard phase out snewmobiles except for
administrative use and to access private r_esidences3. The Citizens'
Solutign also limits off-trail backceountry skiers and snewshoers where

2 Although 1400 snowmobiles are available for ret in West Yellowstone, it is nor elear how many
businesses/empleyees are actually invelved in this industry and what pereentage of their customers use
YNF (as opposed for USFE lands).

3 However, 2 stroke tagincs should be hanned, decibel Teveks reduced 1o 80, and only pihanul hlend
fucls and synthetic low emission motor lubrication oiis used.
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impacts to wildlife would be adverse. And equally’ important, the
Citizens' Solution advocates further siudies (o delerming human
carrying capacity and wildlife needs.
11

AWK appreciates .the oppectunity to comment on the Winter Use Flan

DEIS for Yellowstone and Grand Tcton National Parks, Due to the adverse

impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative outlined in the DEIS,

AWR strongly urges NPS to adopt the Citizens” Selution for Winter Access

to Yellowstone as the Preferred Alternative.
Sincerely,

Michael Woaod o
Staff Attorney, Ecosystem Defense Program Director
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ALLIANCE FOR THE WILD ROCKIES
Page 1 and 2. Re: It is clear that the preferred alternative will not address the most pressing issues. All alternatives in the DEIS meet the purpose
and need for action to a greater or lesser degree. An identified gap between existing conditions and desired conditions form the basis for the purpose
and need for action. This purpose is represented by the desired condition shown on page 3 of the DEIS. The underlying need (81502. 13) is defined
by the existing conditions expressed on page 4. Despite the complexities introduced by multiple goals and multiple issues, all alternatives represent
possible actions that meet the underlying purpose and need. A decision maker may set the scope of analysis and the decision to be made within the
constraints of those dictates.
Page 2. Re: Based on air quality impacts alone, snowmobiling is not consistent with the park’s management objectives. The impacts in question
are not on their face indisputable, and it is the function of an EIS to focus the issues by addressing those impacts as well as possible. Where
management that serves the enjoyment of the people steps over aline in respect to resource preservation, the action to be taken is clear. It isthat
line, or threshold, that is not often clear. It is up to the decision maker to weight the available data and make the determination of what exactly
constitutes impairment. Additional air quality analyses and modeling, formerly unavailable for inclusion in the DEIS, will be included in the FEIS.
Page 2. Re: Conflicting statements in the DEIS, lack of hard data and gaps in the data, so NPS should err on the conservative side when adopting a
preferred alternative. An EISis not, per se, a scientific analysis. It isintended to disclose environmental effects over arange of alternatives, in
which the analyses must demonstrate scientific integrity by disclosing methods and making explicit references to sources used (40 CFR 1502. 24).
The DEIS does this. CEQ regulations also allow for incomplete or unavailable information, by describing procedures that are to be following in
these instances (§1502.22). Any identified gapsin the FEIS will follow the requisite procedures.
Page 2. Re: Flawed alternatives — measures that protect resources, increase public safety and interpretation opportunities should be included in all
alternatives. It iswithin the discretion of the decision maker to set the range of alternatives to be considered. The final selected alternative that is
to be documented in arecord of decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS. Such mixing can occur as long
as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the effects of such an alternative would not fall outside the range of effects
disclosed in the EIS. If the features that the commenter did not support were to be deleted from the range of alternatives, then the analysis would be
left only with features that the commenter likes or agrees with. If only the actions that are liked by the commenter remain, then there is effectively
only one alternative, or a set of alternatives that are not significantly different. Thereisavery clear separation between alternatives legitimately
considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred alternative or the decision to be made.

Many suggestions for alternatives or alternative features were made in the thousands of comments received. A great deal of criticism was leveled at
the current range of alternatives because people did not like the way features were “mixed.” It is clear that for such complex issues there could be
an infinite number of possible alternatives. CEQ states that in such instances, the agency need only consider a reasonable number of examples that
cover the full spectrum of possible alternatives that meet the purpose and need (Question 1b, CEQ 40 Most-Asked Questions). What constitutes a
reasonabl e range depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case, where the proposal is at the discretion of the agency. Under the
CEQ regulations, the requirement in an EISis to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that clearly define the issues, and to fully evaluate and
disclose the possible effects of those alternatives. The DEIS meets this requirement.

Page 3. Re: Features of the preferred alternative may adversely affect wildlife. The analysisin the DEIS discloses the impacts to wildlife
associated with the preferred alternative. The determination as to whether or not these impacts constitute an impairment or derogation of park values
(wildlife, in this case) is made by the decision maker when formulating the Record of Decision.

Page 4. Re: Animals will be trapped by snow berms. The DEIS discusses the impacts associated with snow berms along the plowed road corridor,
and suggests mitigation (p. 209). NPS and the commenter disagree on whether or not a so called tunnel effect would result from plowing. In many
other areas within and outside the 3 park units, roads are plowed and no tunnel effect exists.
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ALLIANCE FOR THE WILD ROCKIES
Page 4. Re: Preferred alternative does not identify the risk of vehicle-animal collisions under alternative B although there is an admittedly
ineffectual mitigation measure proposed. The DEIS discusses vehicle-animal collisions on page 209 for the preferred alternative. See response
below.
Page 4. Re: Revise travel restrictions under the preferred alternative to the period from sunset to sunrise. This suggestion is within the range of
alternatives that the decision maker may choose among. Please see response, “Page 2. Re: Flawed alternatives...” for a discussion of “mixing”
alternative features.
Page 4. Re: Impacts associated with warming huts are not analyzed. Impacts associated with warming huts are discussed for each alternative
under the heading “Presence and use of winter supporting facilities’.
Page 4. Re: Shorten the winter season under the preferred alternative to protect grizzlies coming out of hibernation. This suggestion is afeature of
alternative F and is therefore within the range of alternatives that the decision maker may choose among. A discussion of the impacts of winter use
on grizzlies during the pre and post denning periodsis included in the biological assessment and will be incorporated into the FEIS.
Page 5. Re: Effects on bison as an ethnographic resource — NPS needs a better plan for managing bison rather than lethal control. The NPSis
working to ensure that the Winter Use Plan and the Bison Management EIS/Plan are coordinated and that analyses are parallel and consistent in
regard to the effects of winter use on bison. The Bison Management El S/Plan addresses the issue of bison removals.
Page 5. Re: Address the effects of road grooming on bison migration patterns. In an effort to better understand the relationship of bison movements
and the use of the winter groomed road system, managers have instituted studies that address thisissue. While groomed roads may have contributed
to the redistribution of bison within park boundaries (Meagher 1997), it appears that bison tend to use waterways and off-road trails for much of their
travel on the west side of the park (Bjornlie and Garrott 1998), and that much of their movement toward park boundaries may occur on such routes.
Monitoring of bison movements in the Hayden Valley and Mammoth to Gibbon Falls sections of the park has found that |ess than 12% of bison
movements occurred on the groomed road surface (Kurz et al. 1998, 1999). However, groomed roads may have allowed larger numbers of bison to
exist in the park than in the absence of groomed roads, by allowing access to otherwise unavailable foraging areas, and westward redistribution early
in the winter may predispose some bison to exit the park (Meagher 1997). Therefore, closing of groomed roads could have the effect of reducing
population size and shifting distribution back to patterns observed before grooming, thereby possibly reducing the magnitude of bison movements
outside park boundaries. Conversely, bison are highly social and appear to retain and pass along knowledge through generations, so it is possible that
closing groomed roads may not impact bison movements and distribution (Meagher 1985). Research is currently being conducted to better understand
the relationship between road grooming and bison movement and distribution patterns.
Page 5. Re: The adopted alternative should protect bighorn sheep. Alternative G identified in the FEIS will include restrictions on backcountry
travel in bighorn sheep areas.
Page 6. Re: Analyze lynx population and habitat needs. The biological assessment contains a lengthy discussion and analysis of lynx. This
information will be included in the FEIS as well.
Page 6. Re: Include mitigation to protect eagles. The biological assessment contains a lengthy discussion and analysis of bald eagles. This
information will be included in the FEIS as well.
Page 6. Re: Adequately address impacts to wildlife species, especially effects of fragmentation. There will be an expanded species of concern and
bison discussion in the FEIS. Habitat fragmentation is discussed, by alternative, as a possible outcome of plowing and grooming roads. CEQ
regulations do not require exhaustive and voluminous discussion (§1500.4(f)). The amount of detail to be included in an EIS should be that level
which is relevant to the decision to be made, and the NPS believes it has adequately met this requirement.
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Page 6. Re: Analyze the effects of noise on wildlife. Because quantifying the effects of non-natural sound on animalsin the wild (as opposed to a
controlled laboratory setting) is extremely difficult, NPS believes that analyzing the effects of machine noise on ambient sound levelsis alegitimate
substitute and can be used to infer effects on wildlife. NPS also believes that the effects of noise on wildlife are inherently included in the overall
effects of snowmobiles on wildlife in terms of disturbance. Nonetheless, a review of the impacts of noise on wildlife will be included in the FEIS.

Page 6. Re: Address impacts of air pollution on flora and fauna. The evaluation of pollution impacts by alternative is presented in the environmental
consequences section of the DEIS. This analysis will be enhanced in the FEIS using results from air quality and modeling.

Page 6. Re: Effects of sand on sedimentation of waterways should be addressed. There is a greater amount of final study information available to the
NPS for inclusion in the FEIS than was available prior to the publication of the draft. Water and aquatic resources sections will be updated in
accordance with this data.

Page 7. Re: Effects of emissions on water quality should be addressed. The DEIS discusses this issue under the effects on water resources for each
alternative and in the environmental consequences section. Additional information has become available (Ingersoll, Effects of Snowmobile Use on
Snowpack Chemistry in Yellowstone National Park, 1998) since publication of the DEIS, and will be incorporated into the final document.

Page 7. Re: How did NPS determine that new warming huts would only cause minor impacts to wildlife? See pages 169-170 for a description of the
methods used to assess impacts on wildlife. The effects of warming huts on lynx are assessed in the biological assessment; this discussion will be
incorporated into the FEIS. Warming huts are expected to cause minor impacts because they will be located in the front-country at trailheads where
visitor use already occurs. Site-specific analyses will be conducted before any construction begins, and the public will have the opportunity to
comment.

Page 7. Re: A full analysis of impacts to geothermal areas is necessary, including site specific EIS. The EIS analysisis aimed at developing a
programmatic plan for winter use (§1508. 18 (b)(2). Thereis no burden to develop site-specific information to support a programmatic planning
document.

Page 7. Re: The DEIS “admits” that plowed roads cause impacts yet proposes additional plowed roads in the preferred alternative. Many comments
restate the disclosure of effects present in the DEIS. Some commenters refer to any disclosure of an impact as NPS' “admitting” that an action would
cause harm. Readers should understand that it is the purpose of an EIS to disclose the possible effects of a proposed action and alternatives to it.
References in comments to the “justification” for a preferred alternative is an entirely different issue relating to the decision to be made. Comments
expressing opposition or support for an alternative feature are not responded to by changing an alternative or a preference.

Page 8. Re: Close the CDST because the impacts on wildlife are too great. The commenter’s opinions will be considered in making the final
decision, but that there is nothing in those opinions that substantively would alter the range of alternative features to be evaluated in the Final EIS. It
will be up to the decision maker to weigh the available data, evaluate the possible impacts of each alternative, and decide if park resources, including
wildlife, are impaired. The impactsin question are not on their face indisputable, and it is the function of an EIS to focus the issues by addressing
those impacts as well as possible. The new preferred alternative eliminates snowmobiling in the parks.

Page 8. Re: Snowmobiles violate closed areas and cause adverse impacts. Occasionally snowmobiles leave the groomed surface and travel alongside
the road or enter closed areas. These violations are cited by NPS rangers. NPS does not regard this as a usual occurrence, but recognizes the
potential for adverse impacts.

Page 8. Re: Off-road impacts need to be analyzed because of the above mentioned violations. See previous response.

Page 9. Re: Socioeconomic impact analysis on pages 87-89 is not adequately supported with hard data and is too generic. NPS disagrees. The
analysisis sufficient for producing a programmatic plan, which is general in nature. There is a considerable amount of datainvoked in this analysis.
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Page 9. Re: The socioeconomic analysis does not adequately differentiate winter from summer recreation expenditures, nor does it take into account
expenditures due to other attractions. The discussion of the existing condition focuses explicitly on winter visitation. Tables five and six are presented
as a context, considering the total economy, for comparing economic impacts associated with winter use in the various alternatives.

Page 9. Re: The projected losses under the preferred alternative do not take into account other economic opportunities such as an increase in other
types of visitors. Thisistrue. The economic analysisis conservative in that it shows small and negligible economic impacts over the regional
economy and the 17-county economy, even if other types of visitors do not choose to come. If other types of visitors come, the various economies are
only improved.

Page 9. Re: Visitor use survey was biased, visitor use should not drive the EIS process. The surveys do not drive the process — they represent
information available to assess impacts. Asthis survey information is reported or cited in the DEIS, the limitations of the survey are made evident.
Additional survey information is now available for the FEIS, and those data will similarly be accompanied by assumptions and survey limitations.
The datais used to report impacts, primarily those involving visitor experience and social and economic environments. Thisis entirely appropriate
under NEPA. Thefinal strategy, or decision, is based on selection criteria used by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of decision
through discussion of “preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and technical considerations and agency statutory
missions’ (§1505. 2(b)).

Page 9. Re: Support for the Citizen’s Solution. Expressions of support or objection to specific alternatives or alternative features will be responded to
when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the Record of Decision.
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